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The BAROMETER is a student newspaper for the exchange of 
ideas and information concerning the development and 
improvement of the professional environment at the Naval 
Postgraduate School. 
***************** 
"During the past ten years, our major newspapers have, 
on occasion, splashed banner headlines publicizing cases 
of misconduct committed not only by junior officers and 
enlisted men, but also be senior officers of the highest 
ranks. The strained, nervous faces of senior military 
men became almost commonplace on the television screens in 
homes across the country as these guardians of our national 
security attempted to justify personal actions which had 
been questioned. To date, many have been convicted and 
either discharged or forced to retire in the face of some 
rather serious charges .... The military establishment like 
all the other professions, has a pollution problem. It 
isn't environmental pollution as we know it, but a far more 
serious and dangerous infection which strikes at our very 
minds and judgment. You've heard of it, I'm sure. It's 
known as the ~ morality." 
Major J.R. Phaneuf, USMC, MARINE CORPS GAZETTE, June J973 
FEATURE : IS THE SHAKE FAIR? 
"Sweeping changes in Service-wide officer management policies are being 
planned in Pentagon. Changes, affecting all officers except flag rank and 
medics, will be recommended to Congress by late this year. 
Reti~ed Marine Corps Ma~ Gen. Jonas M. Platt, now Director of Personnel 
Management Systems for DoD, told the press on 15 June that the new policies 
were long needed in order to give a "fair shake" to all officers. At the 
same time the new system will allow DoD to meet its requirements for 
fficers at ages to ensure effective performance. 
It probaby is more than a happy coincidence that the new policies will 
also respond to carps from Congress calling for small percentages of 
officers in senior ranks in relation to the number in junior grades. In 
addition to the exclusion of flag rank and medics from the new proposals, 
the recommendations do not affect Reserve components not on active duty nor 
warrant officer~ who are currently managed under separate laws. Others 
now affected include retired officers on active duty for specific assign-
ments and reserve officers on active duty for tours of specified length. 
The most significant recommendations in the proposal, which is related 
to the Uniformed Services Retirement Modernization Act and Uniformed 
Services Special Pay Act already at Congress, are: 
'All active duty officers with more than 11 years commissioned 
service will become Regulars or will be released from active duty. 
'Each service will adopt a single promotion systems to replace the 
dual temporary/permanent system now in effect. 
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·New and lower statutory grade limitations for all Services are 
recommended for officers serving in grades of colonel/navy captain; 
lieutenant colonel/commander; and major/lieutenant commander. 







·Objectives for promotion will be established at: 
Promotion Timing 
To Grade °EEortunit:t: % (Y~'ars ) Age 
Co'L/CAPT 50 22-23 45-46 
LTC/CDR 70 16-17 39-:-40 
MAJ/LCDR 80 10-11 33-34 
CAPT/LT 95 4 
LT/LTJG Fully qualified 2 
A recommended new feature will allow the Services to eliminate officers 
who have been twice passed over for promotion. Officers below major/ 
lieutenant commander will be involuntarily separated after two passovers. 
Records of twice passed over majors/lieutenant commanders and lieutenant 
colonels/commanders will be reviewed by "continuation boards" to determine 
their suitability for continued active service up to retirement at either 
20 years or 26 years. In addition, colonels/captains, after four years 
in grade, may be considered for continuation of service up to 30 years. 
In cases of majors/lieutenant commanders, the Service secretary may select 
an unlimited number of passed over majors/lieutenant commanders for 
elimination. In the case of lieutenant colonels/commanders and colonels/ 
captains, the Service secretary may only eliminate 30% of those considered 
for continuation. (Involuntary releasees would receive severance pay.) 
The Pentagon is anxious to implement the involuntary release of 
promotion passovers in order to maintain grade balances following recent 
force reductions. Separate legislative proposals have been submitted on 
this aspect of the new program for early consideration by Congress. 
The Pentagon recognizes the need for an orderly transition to changes 
in career force content, the promotion system, and tenure. Transition 
to the all-Regular career force (officers with over 11 years of service) 
will be accomplished over a 2-year period. Reserve officers within 2 
years of retirement will be permitted to remain on active duty until 
eligibl~ for retirement. 
All promotions made after the date of enactment will be under the new 
single-step promotion system. All officers, Regular and Reserve (with 
specific limited exceptions) will be placed on a single "active duty" 
seniority list, exclusive of doctors and dentists, of their respective 
Service. No officer on active duty will be reduced in grade or lost pay 
as a result of these changes. 
In discussing the new program, General Platt said, "The guiding 
principle in applying the new tenure or mandatory retirement rules will 
be that officers in the grades of major/lieutenant commander and continued 
senior officeri will retain the tenure provided for their grade and status 
under existing law. Officers selected or promoted to a higher grade after 
enactment ' will acquire the tenure provided by the new law for the higher 
grade. The status of senior officers serving in the grades of lieutenant 
colonel/commander and colonel/captain on enactment who might become subject 
to non-continuation in the same grade is undetermined at this time." He 
continued, "Regular officers who are serving in the permanent grade of 
major in the Army and Air Force as well as officers serving in the grade 
of lieutenant commander in the Navy and major in the Marine Corps, on the 
date of enactment, will not become subject to non-continuation under the 
selective continuation rules. These officers will be permitted to serve 
on active duty until the 21st and 20th years, respectively, as provided 
in the existing laws." 
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The new officer management plan is the result of a DoD study started 
in August 1972. It has the blessing of all the Services. Lots of work 
remains to be done before it reaches Congress, now hopefully expected by 
September. Among other things, including concurrence of Executive Branch 
agencies concerned, over 300 sections of existing law will have to be 
rewritten." 
(ARMED FORCES JOURNAL, July 1973) 
SERVICE NOTE 
"Attorney General Elliot L. Richardson, who stunned the Navy with his 
decision requiring it to give up its fleet weapons range on Culebra island 
as he walked out the door on his last day as Secretary of Defense, has 
~iven the Pentagon another problem. The Justice Department is proposing 
that draft-dodgers be permitted to serve time in the armed services rather 
than in jail. The military, which has had its fill of troublemakers in· 
recent years, wants none of it." 
(SEA POWER, September 1973) 
LETTERS TO THE EDITOR 
EDITORIAL COMMENT: Normally BAROMETER policy is not to print anonymous 
letters. However, in this particular case the subject matter was of such 
importance that the Editors felt it necessary to present this viewpoint 
on the administration's proposed plan to utilize faculty inputs in preparing 
student officer fitness reports. 
In the May 2~, 1973 issue of the BAROMETER an article summarized the 
general guidelines that the Superintendent intended to follow in making 
fitness reports at NPS more meaningful. At the September 11th meeting of 
the Student Council a more formalized proposal was mentioned but no 
discussion was conducted until student curricular representatives could 
consult with the students they represent. The objective of obtaining 
these faculty inputs is to provide useful contributions to assist in the 
evaluation of student officers. Many students in years past have complained 
that the lack of significant fitness reports during the two or three years 
that they spent at the Postgraduate School has hindered their careers. The 
recommendation is to solicit from professors/instructors evaluations of 
those student characteristics which are easily observed in the classroom 
such as oral and written expression, personal behavior, etc. The submission 
of these reports would not be mandatory. Concurrence with or rebuttal to 
the opinions expressed on this controversial issue are encouraged. 
STUDENT FITNESS REPORTS BY THE FACULTY 
Rumblings from on high indicate that the fitness reports written on 
students at NPS may soon include an input from the faculty. That is, an 
input other than your grade (QPR). From some quarters we hear this change 
is soon-ro-be a fact of life. 
The need/desire to have the NPS fitness reports become more meaningful 
s easily understood. For many of the more junior students, the reports 
amassed here at NPS form a significant portion of an officer's selection 
board jacket. However, fitness reports based on the subjective inputs of 
the faculty raise some serious questions. 
This will mean that civilians, and in other cases officers junior to 
the students, will be evaluating the professional performance and potential 
of naval officers. The faculty is eminently qualified to assign grades, 
and their judgment in general is certainly not being questioned. The 
faculty, through the grading system, has long provided an input upon which 
student fitness reports have been based. But, to require the faculty to 
comment on elements of an officer's desirability and personal characteristicf 
(blocks 16 and 20 of the fitness report), for instance, would place the 
faculty in an awkward position. Evaluating the overall professional 
competence of the students is simply not a faculty function. 
A review of BUPERS INST 1611.12C does not indicate that fitness 
reports written by civilian faculty members, or written by officer 
instructors junior to a student, would be appropriate. Although these 
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subjective evaluations would -not be in keeping with the spirit of this 
current directive, the objective academic grades assigned by the faculty 
would tend to support the "Management by Objectives" criteria required 
by the instruction. 
If this proposal were adopted, consider the fate of an officer , 
instructor, who in a later assignment, finds himself working for one 
of his former students. 
Consider also, if you will, the effect on freedom of expression in 
the classroom. Will the students feel that they are as free to question 
and disagree as they are now? Would academic freedom again slip away? ~ 
Consider the effect on p~tential students. Would the officer who 
has had a successful career to date, want to attend NPS? Could a fitness 
report from NPS harm his career? Is it worth a gamble? 
Finally, will fitness reports be more meaningful where they really 
count? With the fact that professors/instructors made subjective 
evaluation inputs to a fitness report make it more meaningful to the board 
of senior officers who are considering selection for: promotion, command, 
augmentation, or special assignment? Doubtful! In fact, it's value to 
the board may even be diluted because it would be based on inputs other 
than an objective grade, whi~h was earned by the officer under consideration. 
ANONYMOUS 
